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" Th miLING DA TE of this communication app ars on the cover shoot with the correspond nc address » 

THE REPLY FILED 12 August 2003 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANPF 
Sf, r ?I 0r ^ furthe H r a ^? n ^ the applicant is required to avoid abandonment of this aScSon A propel ^eolv S a 
final rejection under 37 CFR 1.1 13 may only be either: (1) a timely filed amendment E 

PERIOD FOR RFPl Y [check either a) or b)] 

a) 3 The period for reply expires 3_months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

b) IlT^^-n^^ whichever is later In no 

OlX SlcK ™ J mm fw^^n^S 6 ^ SIX M0NTHS fr0m * e date °f *• ^ J rejec of 

706 07^) BOX WHEN THE FIRST REPLY WAS FILED WITHIN TWO MONTHS OF THE FINAL REJECTION. See MPEP 

Extensions of time may be obtained under 37 CFR 1. 136(a). The date on which the petition under 37 TFR 1 iir^ =.nH ^ • , 

T 

1 D A 7 N °^ e ■ ^ppeal was filed on . Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

37 CFR 1.192(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 

2. D The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(C) D SuetTo^peanJdr 13 ' 6 ^ aPP ' iCati ° n ,n better form for appeal material| V redu ™9 or simplifying the 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims 
NOTE: . 

3. Q Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejections): 

4D N ^XZll2^e SSSSl — would be allowable if submitted in a separate - time,y filed amendment 

5 ® "S^S^ X^SSS^S^ been but does N0T place the 

6. Q The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newlv 

raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. y 

7. E For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)D will not be entered or b)|g| will be entered and an 

explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 
Claim(s) allowed: 1-5 and 10-20 . 
Claim(s) objected to: . 



Claim(s) rejected: 6.8 and 9 . 

Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: 

8. D The proposed drawing correction filed on is a)D approved or b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

9. D Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Pap^r No(s). 

10. C3 Other: See Continuation Shetnt 
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Part of Paper No. 10 



Continuation Sh et (PTOL-303) £^ 



009A892.863- - Application No. 



Continuation of 5. does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: Applicant argues that the motivation to combin 
is not that of the claimed invention. Examiner maintains that the claimed invention would result given the combination of references 
applied, despite the presence of an alternate motivation. Examiner considers the Final Rejection proper. 

Continuation of 10. Other: The amendment merely makes anticedent basis more obvious; the amendment does not substantively alter 
the limitations of any claim and therefore does not impact patentability. 
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